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ABSTRACT 

The focus of this study was to develop a reliable 
aethod through which a variety of school systems could gather data on 
inservice needs and use that data to augment inservice planning* The 
subjects of the survey were 745 elementary, junior high, and senior 
high school teachers from four school districts. Certain 
generalizations and suggestions emerged from the data. Firsts the 
teachers in this survey expressed a need for skills training in the 
affective domain* Second^ differences ia responses of elementary or 
secondary school teachers, or between teachers of greater or lesser 
experience, clearly support differentiated training within inservice 
training. Isplications for the use of such information in making 
decisions for inservice training and future development are proposed. 
A bibliography and appendix illustrating teacher responses are 
includedo (Author/JS) 
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Assessing Teacher Needs 

Assessing Inservice Training Needs 
Through Teacher Responses 

Gary M» Ingersoll 

Evaluations of the viability and effectiveness of most inservice 
teacher training have ranged from gloom to despair. Rubin (1971) 
lament:^ that teachers* professional growth via inservice teacher 
education has not been taken seriously and that we have failed to 
develop an appropriate scheme, or methodology, for monitoring inservice 
education. What inservice training has occurred has generally been 
mismanaged. Teachers, administrators, and the community view it with 
some distain. Tyler (1971) adds that the system which promulgates 
inservice education typically fails to provide any substantive payoff 
to thone for whom it is supposedly created — the teachers. Both agree, 
however, that inservice education has the potential for immediate and 
long range payoff for improved professional >training since for any change 
in the process of teaching, some training is typically necessary. Since 
a primary locus of continued professional training for teachers is, and 
will continue to be, the inservice setting, it is to that area that this 
study v'as directed. 

AiJ it stands, inservice education is most often something that is 
done ai;^ the teacher rather than with the teacher. Decisions as to content 
form, and needs for inservice training have typically been handled at an 
administrative level with little input from the teaching faculty. As 



There are, however, notable exceptions* Since the publication of the 
Rubin volume, several school systems have established stipends or course 
credit: for inservice training. One notable example is the Minneapolis 
City Schools. Nonetheless, such procedures are the exception rather 
than the rule. 
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Rubin (1971) notes, teachers feel totally left out of a decision making 
process that has direct impact on their professional welfare* We have, 
38 Me.ide (1971) suggested, failed to avail ourselves of what may serve 
as the single most important source of information available for 
inser/ice training ~ the teacher. Brirtn and Tollett (1974) have 
presented evidence to suggest that teacher attitudes reflect a general 
feeling that most inservice training is not responsive to their own needs* 

W'» must start to accommodate for teacher differences much as we try 
CO accommodate for studert differences* Teaching requires a variety of 
competencies and teachers differ in their professional needs. Research 
has tended to support the fact that each teacher has unique and diverse 
needs duriitg his/her professional career (Allen, I97i; Lippitt & Fox, 
1971), Inservice training to be maximally effective should thus be 
differentially arranged to complement differing needs. 

Increasingly, teachers — especially in urban communities — are 
demanding a greater voice in decisions about curriculum, hiring and 
other policy areas that affect their teaching status. Teacher profes- 
sional groups are demanding a greater voice in these policy areas with 
particular emphasis on policies that are directly related to the teachers* 
own professional welfare. 

To fail to include the teacher in the decision making process lacks 
sense for a variety of reasons: (1) when teachers are involved at the 
choice point they are more likely to carry their Interest into actual 
training; (2) it fails to make financial sense to offer something that 
has little relevance to teachers' needs; (3) to make ail the decision 
at an administrative level is little more than patronizing. 
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Gathering Teacher Input 

Previous exploratory and descriptive studies using, teacher input 
have proceeded along two lines. The first is .reflected in the planning 
and evaluation of inservice training by sharing the responsibility of 
content choice (e*g., Abelson, 1972). The second concerns the identifi- 
cation and assessment of teacher needs. It is to that end that this 
report is principally directed, specifically needs for training in a 
variety of teaching skills. Within this area researchers have either 
attempted to help teachers become aware of their needs or to express 
their needs through a variety of instruments intended to assess and 
identify perceived concerns, needs, and interests. 

For utilizing teacher responses in clarifying training needs Abelson 
(1972) generated an instrument by procurring items from lists of teaching 
abilities, topics in education psychology, and statements regarding the 
teaching-learning process. Teachers were asked then to rate themselves 
for (1) their mastery of a given skill, (2) their need to study it, (3) 
its apDlicability to the teaching process, and (4) the extent to which 
they fait it should be included in pre- or inservice training. The 
results of that study were used mainly to revise an educational psychology 
course. 

Similarly The Adult Basic Education (ABE) Needs Study (ABE, 1972) drew 
items from a review of literature, created and administered a survey 
• instrument to ABE teachers, students, and administrators. The purpose of 
that s irvey was to clarify needs within a relatively homogeneous population 
of learners attempting to attain an equivalency diploma. 

F-anc (1970) had beginning elementary school teachers describe their 
perceived needs under two conditions, an open ended questionnaire and a 
structured interview. The results of her ctudy suggested that beginning 

n 
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teachers perceive instruction, control and attention, usc: of time, materials 
and space, and interpersonal relations as primary problem areas. The 
teachers also argue that the response to those needs through insarvice 
education is very low. However, it may reasonably be argued that the lack 
of renponsiveness is a function only of their short time in the field. 

\/hile not directly related to inservice assessment, Harrow, Dziuban & 
Rothb(irg (1973) explored perceived problem areas by returning student 
teachcirs. Harrow et al. factor analyzed responses to some 50 variables. 
The data produced five principal factors which the investigarors labeled as: 
Administrative, discipline, student peer groups, student motivation and 
school policy. 

Fuller has made some attempt to desc^ribe course experiences which are 
responsive to concerns of teachers. In a series of studies Puller, (1969 
a, b, 1972) developed a three stage model for preservice, inservice and 
experienced teacher inservice needs. Each model consists of six categories 
of corcerns: role orientation, self adequacy, self -percept ion, are pupils 
learning what is being taught, are student needs being met, improvement of 
the system. Puller identified teacher concerns through a 10»-item open 
ended questionnaire. The instrument is a free response statement with an 
elaborate coding and socring manual. Riller states that the inter-rater 
reliatility of .81 is offset by increased expression of extremely meaningful 
concerns and the nature of the language within which they are couched. Use 
of the results of that instrument increase the relevancy of teacher training 
and comcomitantly, teacher satisfaction. 

The Triple I Project (Sclara, et al.„ 1972) attempted to utilize an 
individualized approach to inservice training by establishing learning 
modules based on areas identified by elementary school teachers through the 
use of an Inservice Interest Inventory. The survey consisted of forty 
statements in various categories derived from areas of difficulty commonly 




reporned by teachers and researchers in inner-city situations* A five 
point likert scale was used to assess degree of intensity of interest: 
a mean score of four or greater meant retention of the ari:a as an inservice 
moduli!* The most significant result of the study was that teacher attitude 
and involvement were greater determinant of success or failure in the 
proj er.t* 

Howell's (1973) study addressed the problem of assessing teacher in- 
service needs by first determining possible. categories of needs through five 
open-<*nded questions administered to school principals. Second, Howell 
developed an instrument using the most significant responses from the 
principals and asked teachers to respond to what their teaching interests 
were, what mode of inservice training was most appropriate. Teachers were 
to express the most important area for self improvement, technique, mode of 
training, and performance through a forced choice technique. Overall, 
teachers rated the areas of inservice instruction, techniques of discipline, 
motivation, etc. and use of media resources as most pressing. A similar 
desire for inservice activities in discipline and classroom control has 
-been reported by Fleming and Calendine (1972). Both sets of studies, 
howevdr, were concentrated to a given large urban school system. 

;!he purpose of the instrument described herein was to provide a reliable 
and convenient format through which a variety of school systems could 
gather* data on inservice needs and use that data to augment inservice 
planning. An additional eventual benefit of this standard format should 
be thv specification of more broadly defined, perhaps national, needs 
areas for which training and development is necessary. Finally, even 
within the restriction that the respondents to the inservice needs assessment 
survey are teachers, the range of needs was constricted to reflect areas 
of need for skill training. This characteristic distinguish this assessment 
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from other needs surveys, such as tltbs^ational Education Association survey 
(NEA, 1971) or the Gallup Poll (Elam, igyJ^^SH^ch attended to more broadly 
definud problems of the school community* 

Procedures 

Instrttment Construction 

, primary resources were used to generate the Teacher Needs Assess- 

ment jjurvey* First, categories of teaching skills were abstracted from 
the existing catalogs of teacher competencies. Second, the responses 
reported in previous attempts to classify teacher concerns or needs were 
surve^'ed. On the basis of these sources, a series of 43 items (listed- as 
Table 1) describing a variety of teaching skills were selected for use 
in the first version of the Teacher Needs Assessment Survey . The items 
were ported into seven clusters which had apparent coi,imonality. Teachers 
were asked to respond to each item of the Survey questionnaire in two 
ways, indicating (1.) how they saw each training area as a personal need 
and (:;.) how they saw each training area as a need of teachers in general 
The purpose of this dual rating was to determine whether any major 
discrepancy existed between the two points of view. The teachers were 
asked to indicate on a Likert-type scale whether or not inservice training 
in a specific area or skill would be beneficial. Demographic data were 
also collected to indicate years of teaching experience, grade level of 
teaching, sex of teacher, and subject matter specialty of the teacher. Thus 
the responses could be tabulated in terms of specific demographic subgroups 
across school systems. 
Sample 

Ihe data included in tMs rep.^rt were gathered from four school systems 
The data included in this report were gathered from 163 teachers in the 
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Table 1 



Items Included on Teacher Questionnaire 



Diagnosing basic learning difficulties. 

Constructing and using tests for evaluating academic progress 
Identifying student disabilities that need referral or speclal 
remedial work 

Identifying student attitudes in order to better relate to problems 
Establishing appropriate performance standards 
Involving students in self-evaluation 
Ccping with the task of assigning grades 

D.cciding what teaching technique is best for a particular intended outcome 

Selecting and specifying performance goals and objectives 

Ccllaborating with other teachers or administrators in planning 

teaching activities 

Creating useful remedial materials 

Evaluating instruction/instructional design 

Developing instructional procedures or modifying procedures to suit 
ycur own strengths 

Keeping abreast of developments in your own subject matter area 
Selecting and developing materials activities appropriate for 
individualized instruction 

Inplementing individualized instruction and supervising individual activities 
Using questioning procedures that promote interaction discussion 
Utilization of audio-visual equipment and other mechanical aids 
Gearing instruction to the problem solving, inductive/deductive 
thinking level 

General presentation of information and directions 
Providing for motivation and reinforcement 

Deciding on appropriate pupil grouping procedures for instruction 
Constructively using evaluation in helping student progress 
Managing classroom affairs in order to get maximum benefit from 
supervising aids, tutors, etc. 

Arranging the physical environment (e.g., deciding on seating 
arrangements, etc.) 

Compromising personal administrative practices with directives from the 
principal, etc. 

Knowing where to refer student problems beyond what can be handled 
by the teacher 

Deciding Upon which methods of classroom discipline to use and when 
to use them 

Effectively meeting immediate classroom problem situations without 

appearing as an ogre to the students 

Ccmmunicating and interacting with parents 

Counselling and conferring with students 

Representing the school and school programs at meetings 

Involving others in the school program 

Maintaining professional relationships with other teachers and administrators 
Developing a personal self-evaluation method 
Developing a broad acceptance of self 
Accepting responsibilities 

Dovel.oping a capacity of accepting others' feelings 

Facilitating pupil self -concept and worth 

Facilitating pupil social interaction 

Frcllitating development of pupil responsibility 

Stimulating growth of pupil attitudes and values 

Instilling in the student the will to learn on his own initiative 
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SprinRfield, Illinois Schools, 202 teachers in the Whltesboro, New York 
Schools, 277 in the Michigan City, Indiana Schools, and 104 teachers in 
the ELkhart, Indiana Schools. In all, these 745 teachers responded to 
the instrument* Of these 364 were elementary school teachers, 187 were 
junior high school teachers, and 188 were high school teachers* Further- 
more, categorizing teacher responses by years of experience shows 204 
teachfirs with 1 to 4 years of teaching experience, 195 teachers with 5 
to 9 years teaching expericmce, and 346 teachers with 10 or more years 
teaching experience* 

Results 

The data which constitute the bulk of this report are sumraarizeo in 
Tables 2 and 3. In Table 2, percentages of teacher responses to each of 
the 5 Likert categories and an additional "no response'' category for each 
of the 43 items are presented. Additional tables for "Other," and for 
each of the demographic subgroups have been attached as Tables Al through 
A7 in Appendix A. For reasons delineated below, the analysis of the teacher 
ratings of "Others*" needs was not viewed as appropriate. Table 3 presents 
the adjusted mean ratings for selves and others for each of the 43 items. 
The adjusted mean rating is an arithmetic average rating based only on 
responses to the items. That is, failures to respond were not included. 
The ac justed mean rating provides a shorthand way of determining the degree 
to which the teachers view the training area as one of need. The lower the 
score the greater the perceived need. While normally mean responses would 
be cou.pared to a neutral midpoint of 3.00 that comparison was deemed 



(Each school system that participated was sent a report of the data. 

Included within the report to each school system was a listing of the 

questionnaire items and interpretation of selected tables reflecting 

the needs defined by the teachers of that school system.) 



Assessing Teacher Needs — 10 



Table 2 



Percentages of Responses of Surveyed Teachers (N«745) 
Indicating Personal Training Needs 
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Table 3 

Adjusted Mean Ratings of Surveyed Teachers (1J=7A5) 
For Selves and Others 



Item 


Self 


Othc-s 


1 


2.06 


l.Sl 


2 


2.57 


2.15 


3 


2.21 


1.90 


U 


2.25 


2.01 


5 


2.43 


2.12 ■ 


6 


2.32 


2.05 


7 


3.01 


2.46 


8 


2.40 


2.10 


9 


2.58 


2.27 


10 


2.28 


2.00 


11 


2.00 


1.86 


12 


2.48 


2.21 


13 


2.43 


2.12 


14 


1.86 


1.69 


IS 


1.87 


1.71 


16 


2.07 


1.84 


17 


2.43 


2.10 


18 


2.73 


2.29 


19 


2.34 


2.09 


20 


3.09 


2.61 


21 


2.16 


1.97 


22 


2.59 


2.22 


23 


2.32 


2.03 


24 


2.73 


2.34 


25 


3.48 


2.89 


26 


3.28 


2.77 


27 


2.87 


2.43 


28 


2.58 


2.05 


29 


2.61 


2.15 


30 


2.71 


■2.29 


31 


2.62 


2.21 


32 


3.16 


2.68 


33 


2.64 


2.37 


34 


3.05 


2.52 


35 


2.40 


2.15 


36 


2.92 


2.45 


37 


3.22 


2.55 


38 


2.92 


2.37 


39 


2.06 


1.83 


40 


2.42 


2.16 


41 


1.99 


1.82 


42 


1.94 


1.77 


43 


1.75 


1.61 



1.3 



Assessing Teacher Needs — 12 



inappropriate since the r^ssponse patterns seen in Table 2 reflect an overall 
posiiiive bias in the ratirjs of all items* It was thus more appropriate 
to compare the adjusted means for separate items to the overall adjusted 
mean of 2.51. 

Hstimates of internal consistency for the instrument were exceptionally 

high. The reliability estimate for ratings of training needs for "self" 

was .95 while the comparable estimate for perceived training needs of 

"othors" was .97 for the needs assessment instrument. In spite of the 

high reliability coefficient for "others* needs," however, certain statis^ 

tical. findings and conceptual problems led to a decision to remove that 

dimension of the questionnaire from further analysis. An Inspection of 

the adjusted mean ratings for ^'selves" and "others" indicated that of the 

43 identified training need areas, all 43 were viewed as being needed mve * 

by "others" than by "self." Further, the correlation between the mean 

ratings for "selves" and "others" over the 43 skill areas was r ° .96 

xy 

suggesting that the differences in ratings of "selves" and "others" reduce 
to a nearly perfect linear transformation. 

A number of anecdotal comments written by respondents on the Survey 
form indicated discrepancies in what they viewed as "others." Suffice 
it to say that the label was apparently not viewed with much commonality. 
Indec^d, some respondents refused to rate "others" on the grounds that the 
target group was not specific enough. Overall, failure to respond to 
specific iteroa was much more a factor in the data associated with ratings 
of "others" in comparison to "selves." The mean rate of failure to respond 
to an itf^m was 3.1% for "selves" and 12.1% for "others." That is, the 
failure-to-respond rate was four times greater for rating "others" than 
for rating "selves." Given these methodological and conceptual difficulties 
in Interpreting ratings of "others," the remaining analyses in this report 
are based only on "self" ratings. 
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Analysis of Data 

':he data were subjected to a factor analysis to identify clusters of 
train:,ng needs specified by the teachers. The resultant matrix of rotated 
factors (Table 4) yielded seven factors accounting for 95% of identifiable 
connnou variance, identified and labeled as follows: 

Interpersonal conmiunication and administration 

Developing pupil self 
'^* Individualizing instruction 

Assessment 

Discipline 
()♦ Developing personal self 
7 ♦ Classroom management 

While the emergence of these factors is of interest, factors by themselves 

offer little insight as to the directional trends in responses within the 

factors. These factors simply reflect sources of common variance among 

the items • 

To compensate for the lack of specificity Implicit in factor analysis, 
the data within the factors were analyzed more closely. To study overall 
patterns of training needs, ratings of the teachers on each of the items 
were converted to adjusted mean scores. The adjusted mean rating is an 
arithemetic transformation of the Likert data into a common format ♦ Overall, 
perfe<;tly unbiased distributions of such adjusted means would yield an 
average rating of 3.00. However, there is a tendency in these data (some- 
times referred to as a Pollyanna effect) to rate all the items as more 
positrlve. The average adjusted mean rating was 2.51 with a ^ .41 reflecting 
this bias. Thus, it is more appropriate to compare average ratings within 
the factors to the overall average rating rather than to the "neutral" 3.00. 
The r<»sult of those comparisons should yield pertinent patterns of training 
needs from the teachers' perspectives. 

Using this basis for comparison, the two factors that represent the 
skill domains which teachers view as need areas were Factors 2 and 3. 
The adjusted mean rating for skills described in Factor 2, Developing 
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Table 4 

Rotated Factor Matrix* of Teacher Ratings 
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pupil self, was 2.05 (z » -1.11) while the mean rating for the skills 
descr:lbed in Factor 3, Individualizing instruction , was 1.98 (z « 1.29). 
Both of these adjusted means were a full standard deviation away from 
the overall mean in a direction indicating a favorable predisposition. 
Furthormore, the cluster of skills defined by Fa;„a>r 3 was rated differently 
by teachers in various grade levels. Elementary jchool teachers rated 
Individualizing instruction as statistically inoxS important than did 
junior high school or senior high school teachers. In a similar vein, 
the cJ.uster of skills associated with Individualizing instruction was 
rated as much more in demand by less experienced teachers (e.g., those with 
1-4 ynars teaching experience) than by those with 5-9 years experience or 
10+ years experience. 

The first factor to emerge from the factor analysis. Interpersonal 
communication and administration , was the source of an exceptionally large 
amount of common variance. However, the adjusted mean rating for that 
cluster of skills was marked by a clear lack of demand for training. The 
adjusted mean rating for that cluster of scores was 2.90 (z « +.96), almost 
a ful] standard deviation in the opposite direction from the composite mean 
as compared to Factors 2 and 3. Similarly, training in the cluster of skills 
associated with Factor 6, Developing personal self ( X . « 2.86, z « +.86), 
7, Classroom management (X « 3.05, z « + 1.32), is viewed by teachers as 
not likely to be beneficial. In fact, the adjusted mean rating of the 
lattei cluster of skills is one and a third standard deviations away from 
the overall mean indicating a clear objection to training in that area. 

The adjusted mean rating for the cluster of skills defined as Factor 
5, Discipline (X « 2.86, t « +.22), can be interpreted as indicating a 
generally less than positive reaction by the teachers. However, an 
analyijis by groups of teachers differing in years of teaching experience 
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indicates that the less experienced teachers may be more inclined to view 
training in this skill area as beneficial* 

The fai.lure of specific items to appear as members of one or another 
of the factors should not be interpreted to imply that they are viewed as 
unimportant, by teachers. For example, items 1, 3, and 14 have adjusted mean 
values of 2.06, 2,21, and 1,86 respectfully. Their failure to cluster is 
merely a result of their failure to covary with other itemst 

Discussio n 

The results of this analysis clearly contradict, e.g., the findings of 
Howell (1973) who found that teachers indicated techniques of discipline, 
motivation, and use of media were principal concerns* While the factor 
analysis yielded fnctors associated with classroom management and discipline^ 
the patterns of response were marked by less than enthusiastic need for 
training* In contrast, two factors that may be called Developing pupil self 
and Individualizing instruction account for a considerable amount of variance 
and tha overall patterns of response reflect a strong desire on the part 
of teaahers for training in these areas* The first of those factors 
reflect a clear positive desire by teachers for training in the affective 
of social-emotional domain* 

"Jtitnately, inservice training must be relevant to teacher needs, 
demonstrative of solutions, and responsive to teacher input is still valid* 
In ins'irvice training, accommodations must be made for teacher differences 
much as we have accommodated for student differences* Teaching requires a 
variety of competencies and to assume general equivalence of competence for 
all teachers is simply not valid* It is equally invalid for a school system 
to off 2r a single pf^grara of inservice training for all teachers irrespective 
of experience, grade level, etc. Inservice instruction must be differentially 



Assessing Teacher Needs — 17 

arranged to meet the varying competencies of the teaching clientele to 
maximize positive interactive effects derived from assigning appropriate 
training to appropriate groups. 

In another source Ingersoll, Jackson and Walden (1975) point out that 
significant disparities exist between teacher defined needs, the training 
materials available to meet those needs, and the conditions under which 
inservice training actually occurs. For example v the areas defined as 
most in need by teachers are those given least attention by developers. 
Further, developers have proceeded largely in ignoranc^a of actual training 
conditions. Time and cost demands often exceed reasonable limits when 
considering typical allociations. Lastly, Ingersoll et al. cautioned that 
definition of materials as appropriate for both inservice and preservice 
settings may not be completely functional since the characteristics of the 
groups and training conditions differ sharply. 

Finally, as stated earlier, the needs identified for inservice training 
may differ as a function of whom is asked to respond. In fairness to other 
groups in the total educational process, additional instrumentation should 
be developed to offer a multifacited view of inservice need. To depend 
solely on teacher responses for decisions may be as much in error as previous 
policy was patronizing. Often, teachers are not in a position to provide 
needed perspectives. For example, two other groups, one a standard reference 
group and one not standard, might be solicited. 

C ommunity input . Most programs of inservice teacher training have 
been cDnducted with little input from the community that it serves. If 
the school is to serve as a vehicle of social change within a community, 
then the consitutent groups within the community must be sampled for 
effective decision making. The needs that constituent groups might identify 

o 
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for inservice training may be very different from those reflected in 
teacher or administrator reports, yet be not less valid • 

Fantini (1970), for example, has argued that the community has the 
right and responsibility to monitor decisions of school administrators on 
any issue that has direct Impact on the welfate of their children. The 
community should hold the schools accountable for the nature and content 
of 'the instruction provided by teachers. 

Uaderstandably, the inclusion of community input for purposes of 
decision making in a realm that has traditionally been viewed as the 
private domain of the professional is likely to be viewed with some alarm. 
As Croain (1973) notes s 

...the sharing of power will be quite painful for a generation 
oE professionals.. .^Ine history of beuracracies. . . demonstrates 
the great difficulty in persuading "mandarins" in any nation 
to relinquish power or open the gates to those who have not 
learned an intricate code of rules and procedures. All the 
debate about decentralization, control, and accountability 
suggests that once again the cities need to respond to the very 
immediate needs of the newcomers and allow them access to 
decisions themselves, [p. 242.] 

Administrator input s Typically, the responsibility for decision 
making about the content and process of inservice education has resided 
with school administrators. A recently completed survey at the National 
Center (ingersoli, Jackson and Walden, 1975) indicates clearly that the 
choice of inservice activities is most frequently made by a curriculum 
coordi'iator, a school principal or the super in tenaent. A minority of the 
school systems surveyed made use of a faculty council to make inservice 
decisions. It is difficult to say what specific criteria are used by 
administrators in making decisions about the content of inservice programs 
no studies are apparently available ^n this question. It is probable, 
however, that decisions are made on the basis of such expeditious factors 
as the availability of speakers, convenience of facilities, salience of 
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current educational themes and topics, etc. It seems clear that more 
systematic data and more carefully defined criteria should enter into 
administrative decisions about inservice training. Administrators do, after 
all, have perceptions about the most critical needs of teachers with 
reference to skills, understandings, and knowledge of content. A means should 
be devised (through a validated test instrument) to more systematically 
gather data regarding the perceptions of administrators on training needs 
and this data should be to provide a incorporated with teacher and community 
input Into decisions about the content and process of inservice training. 
Summary 

Certain generalizations and sugg'='Stions are evident in the data reported 
in this study. First, the teachers in this survey expressed a need for 
skill training in the affective domain, represented by the cluster of skills 
in Developing pupil self , and in the area of Individualizing instruction . 
Second, the differences reflected in the responses of teachers with greater 
or les!3er experience and between elementary and secondary school teachers 
clearly support differentiated training within inservice settings. We 
should at least afford teachers some degree of individualization based on 
their perceived needs. To ignore the teacher in the early stages of defining 
training needs fails to make sense for a variety of reasons, not the least 
of which is the patronizing effect upon teachers when academicians or 
admini Jtrators are the primary source of decision making about teachers' 
profesjloual training. Far too often these decisions are based on convenience, 
conven-ion, current trends or expediency rather than on actual need. Also, 
there are clear motivational reasons for including teachers in the planning 
stages of training material selection and development since inclusion of the 
teachers at a primary "choice point" will be more likely to lead to Individual 
interejjt during actual training. It is also financially unsound to invest funds 
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in training th^t has little relevance to teacher needs. Finally, additional 
instrumentation is clearly needed for other sections of the school community. 
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Percentages of Responses of Surveyed Teachers 
Indicating Training Needs of Others (N-745) 
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Percentages of Responses of Elementary School Teachers 
Indicating Personal Training Needs (N«364) 
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Percentages of Responses of Junior High School Teachers 
Indicating Personal Training Needs (N«i87) 
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1 A A A 
l4 • 44 


5.35 


3.74 


5 


20.86 


34.22 


17 11 


17 11 
X/ • XX 


O AO 
O.UZ 


Z.67 


6 


22.46 


14 22 


21 Ql 


1 Q 17 
IJ . J/ 


c o c 
J. JJ 


2*67 


7 


12.30 


20 86 


91 


OA 7 A 
ZD. /4 


14.44 


3.74 


8 


18.18 


41.18 


17 11 


1 A 

ID . JO 


J. 74 


3.21 


9 


19.25 


n 02 


1 ft ^Sl 

LO . XO 


0 1 QO 
Zl. J? 


6.42 


3.74 


10 


27.27 


32.09 


1A Q7 
XH • y i 


1 Q 70 
XO. / Z 


Q 7 A 
J . /4 


3.21 


11 


29.41 


35.83 


1 Q 7Q 


0 A*) 
7 . D J 


Z. 6/ 


2.67 . 


12 


14.44 


29.95 


11 1 6 
. xu 


1 A 07 

X4 . 7 / 


1 An 

X. DU 


c oo 

J.OO 


13 


18.72 


38.50 


17 11 

X / . XX 


IS SI 
X J . J X ' 


D. 7J 


J.21 


14 


38.50 


27.81 


11 7fi 

XX . / u 


0 A'^ 
7 . DJ 


D. 7J 


c o c 

J. JJ 


15 


41.18 




11 21 

XX . ^ J 


7 AO 
/ . 47 


/. oo 
4.ZO 


2.14 


16 


33.16 


11 02 


1 Q 7Q 

X7 . / 7- 


in 7n 

xU . / U 


3.74 


1.60 


17 


20.32 


11 16 


1ft 1ft 

xo . xo 


1 Q 70 
xo . / Z 


6.95 


2.67 


18 


20.32 


2ft ftft 


11 7fi 

XX . / D 


0*» 1 "5 
Zj . xJ 


1 A TA 

10.70 


3.21 


19 


27.81 


32.09 


1 S SI 


1 A Sft 
XD . JO 


Q O Q 
. J . JJ 


2.67 


20 


1L.23 


25 67 


1 Q OS 

X7 . Z J 


07 Ql 
Z/ .ox 


11. /D 


4.28 


21 


24.06 


Al 71 


11 7fi 

XX. / D 


in 1 A 

XU . XD 


C QQ 
J .OO 


6.42 


22 


13.04 


33.16 


1 ft 72 

xo • f £. 


1 A '^P 
XD . JO 


in 1 ^ 
lU • Id 


c n c 

5.35 


23 


13.72 


19 OA 




1 0 

XZ . JU 


J .21 


4.28 


24 


12.83 


21 51 


17 11 

X / . XX 


OA An 

Z4 . DU 


1 O 7^ 

18.72 


*3 O 1 

3.21 


25 




1A AA 


17 11 
X / . XX 


07 Q 1 

Z/ .ol 


29.41 


3.21 


26 


3.02 


14 97 




ZD.ZU . 


1 Q 7Q 

19.79 


4.81 


27 


13.04 


2A Ofi 


1 A 07 
±4 .7/ 


ZJ . J J 


17 ^ C 
1/ .OJ 


3.74 


28 




2Q Ll 


IS SI 
xj . jx 


1 A '^Q 
ID. JO 


12. OJ 


•3 "T / 

3.74 


29 




21 SI 


17 AS 
X/ . D J 


10 0*^ 
l7 . Zj 


11. lb 


3.21 


30 


1 5 2S 




10 70 
X7 . / 7 


ZZ. 77 


Q ^O 

9.0 J 


1 ^ A 

1.60 


31 


20.32 


28.34 


10 79 

Xa/ . / 7 


on ftA 

. OD 


Q no 
o .uz 


O £17 
Z.D/ 


32 


5.95 


20.32 


26.74 


23.53 


18.72 


3.74 


33 


13.90 


33.16 


24.60 


14.97 


10.70 


2.67 


34 


15.58 


19.95 


17.11 


24.60 


20.32 


2.14 


35 


25.13 


33.69 


18.18 


15.51 


5.88 


1.60 


36 


13.90 


21.93 


22.46 


23.53 


14.97 


3.21 


37 


1J.37 


13.37 


19.79 


20.86 


29.95 


2.67 


38 


14.97 


20.32 


18.18 


23.53 


20.32 


2.67 


39 


25.74 


41.71 


16,04 


11.23 


2.67 


1.60 


40 


13.25 


27.81 


24.60 


18.18 


8.56 


1.60 


41 


35.83 


37.43 


14.44 


8.02 


2.67 


1.60 


42 


3.3.16 


42.25 


13.90 


5.35 


3.21 


2.14 


43 


47.06 


33.69 


9.63 


5.35 


2.14 


2.14 



Table A4 



Percentages of Responses of Senior High School Teachers 
Indicating Personal Training Needs (N=188) 





Oef. 


Prob. 


I Don't 


Prob. 


Def . 


No 








Know 


Not 


Not 




Item 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 






1 


29.26 


36.17 


11.70 


13,30 


3.72 




2 


19.15 


34.04 


15.96 


17.55 


8.51 


L 7Q 


3 


25.00 


40.96 


9.04 


15.43 


4.26 




4 


22.87 


39.36 


15.96 


13.83 


2.66 




5 


25.53 


31.38 


17.02 


18.09 


2.66 




6 


26.06 


30.32 


.19.15 


12.23 


7.45 




7 


12.77 


19.68 


20.74 


26.06 


14.89 




8 


23.94 


35.11 


13.83 


18.09 


4.79 




9 


21.28 


38.30 


13.83 


15.43 


6. 91 




10 


27.66 


32.98 


11.70 


15.43 


7. 45 


L 7Q 


11 


22.87 


32.98 


23.40 


10.11 


1.72 




12 


14.36 


33.51 


24.47 


15.96 


5.85 




13 


20.21 


35.64 


16.49 


14.89 


7.45 


5. 12 


14 


51.60 


28.19 


4.79 


5.32 


3.72 


6.38 


15 


40.43 


31.38 


7.98 


11.70 


4.79 


3«72 


16 


27.66 


36.17 


9.57 


15.43 


5.85 


5. 12 


17 


24.47 


29.26 


18.62 


15.96 


5.85 




18 


19.15 


33.51 


9.57 


18.09 


14.36 


5. 32 


19 


17.02 


38.83 


19.68 


12.23 


6.91 


5.32 


20 


8.51 


20.74 


21.28 


23.94 


19.68 


5.85 


21 


25.60 


41.49 


10.64 


9.57 


5.32 


6.38 


22 


12.77 


28.72 


25.53 


. 19.63 


8.51 


4.79 


23 


18.62 


44.68 


13.83 


14.36 


3. 72 


4 . 79 


24 


13.30 


22.87 


19.15 


19.15 


18.62 


6.91 


25 


5.85 


16.49 


15.96 


23.94 


32.98 


4. 79 


26 


6.91 


12.77 


27.66 


25.53 


21.81 


5.32 


27 


15.96 


26.60 


17.02 


17.02 


18.98 


5.32 


28 


17.02 


27.66 


14.89 


19.68 


15.96 


4. 79 


29 


13.30 


29.26 


17.55 


20.74 


14.89 


4. 26 


30 


13.83 


29.26 


19.68 


21.81 


11.70 


3.72 


31 


15.49 


35.11 


16.49 


19.68 


7.98 


4.26 


32 


9.57 


29.26 


17.02 


22.87 


17.55 


3.72 


33 


13.30 


35.64 


22.87 


14.36 


7.45 


6.38 


34 


15.43 


22.87 


16.49 


26.06 


14.36 


4.79 


35 


19.15 


45.21 


12.77 


12.77 


5.85 


4.26 


36 


15.43 


24.47 


19.68 


21.81 


13.83 


4.79 


37 


17.02 


17.55 


13.83 


22.34 


23.94 


5.32 


38 


23.21 


23.40 


18.62 


18.62 


14.36 


4.79 


39 


31.91 


40.43 


12.23 


9.57 


2.13 


3.72 


40 


23.94 


31.91 


18.09 


15.43 


5.85 


4.79 


41 


35.64 


40.96 


10.11 


7.98 


1.06 


4.26 


42 


35.17 


41.49 


10.11 


7.98 


1.60 


2.66 


43 


51.06 


31.91 


5.85 


7.45 


.53 


3.19 



Table A5 



Percentages of Responses of Teachers with 1-4 Years Teaching Experii 
Indicating Personal Training Needs (N«204) 





De£. 


Prob. 


I Don't 


Prob. 


Def. 


No 








Know 


Not 


Not 


Resp. 


Item 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


<4) 


(5) 




1 


34.31 


38.73 


11.73 


10.78 


2.45 


1.96 


2 


22.55 


27.94 


16.67 


19.12 


10.29 


3.43 


3 


34.31 


37.75 


12.25 


11.76 


2.45 


1.47 


4 


23.53 


41.67 


12.75 


13.73 


6.37 


1.96 


5 


13.73 


40.20 


22.55 


13.73 


7.84 


1.96 


6 


22.55 


36.76 


17.65 


13.73 


5.88 


3.43 


7 


11.27 


24.02 


19.61 


22.06 


19.12 


3.92 


o 

8 


13.63 


43.14 


20.10 


12.75 


3.43 


1.96 


9 


12.25 


36.27 


20.10 


22.06 


6.86 


2.45 


10 


33.82 


25.49 


15.69 


13.63 


4.41 


1.96. 


11 


43.14- 


29.90 


14.71 


7.35 


2.45 


2.45 • 


12 


11.27 


34.31 


30.39 


16.67 


4.41 


2.94 


13 


22.06 


32.84 


16.18 


20.59 


5.88 


2.45 


14 


39.71 


29.41 


11.27 


10.78 


5.88 


2.94 


15 


47.55 


34.31 


6.86 


7.84 


2.45 


.98 


16 


41.67 


32.84 


13.73 


7.84 


• 2.94 


.98 


17 


20.59 


36.76 


17.65 


20.10 


3.92 


.98 


18 


19.12 


27.45 


12.25 


26.47 


12.75 


1.96 


19 


20.59 


45.10 


15.20 


14.22 


2.94 


1.96 


20 


10 . 29 


22.55 


22.06 


26.47 


16.67 


1.96 


21 


29.90 


36.76 


12.75 


11.27 


4.90 


4.41 


22 


22.55 


32.84 


20.10 


15.69 


6.86 


1.96 


23 


20.59 


41.67 


18.14 


14.71 


3.43 


1.47 


24 


13.14 


29.41 


19.12 


21.57 


9.80 


1.96 


25 


B.33 


20.10 


13.73 


30.39 


25..98 


1.47 


26 


S.86 


15.20 


32.84 


25.00 


17.65 


2.45 


27 


19.61 


27.94 


14.71 


23.04 


13.73 


.98 


28 


30 . 88 


32.84 


9.80 


17.16 


7.84 


1.47 


29 


23.43 


35.78 


11.76 


15.20 


7.84 


.98 


30 


2'5.47 


30.39 


12.75 


21.57 


8.33 


.49 


31 


2.3.04 


35.78 


16.67 


17.16 


6.86 


.49 


32 


t',.86 


21.57 


22.55 


28.92 


18.63 


1.47 


33 


lti.67 


33.33 


19.61 


20.10 


7.84 


2.45 


34 


l.f.71 


18.14 


18.14 


26.96 


20.59 


1.47 


35 


2't.02 


39.71 


15.69 


13.24 


5.88 


1.47 


36 


i:}.63 


25.00 


19.12 


17.16 


18.63 


1.47 


37 


IV. 65 


16.18 


17.65 


20.10 


27.45 


.98 


38 


2.L.08 


22.55 


16.67 


22.55 


15.69 


1.47 


39 


3'i.80 


46.08 


9.80 


6.86 


1.96 


.4? 


40 


2:5.98 


36.76 


16.67 


15.69 


4.41 


.49 


41 


41.67 


42.16 


10.78 


3.43 


1.47 


.49 


42 


42.16 


40.69 


11.76 


3.43 


1.47 


.49 


43 


50.49 


34.31 


8.82 


4.41 


1.47 


.49 



er|c 



Tabic A6 



Percentages of Responses of Teachers with 5-9 Years Teaching. Experience 
Indicating Personal Training Needs (N-195) 





Def . 




1 uon t 


rroD. 


Def. 


No 








Know 


Not 


Not 


Resp. 


I tetn 


fl^ 






^A \ 

(4) 


(5) 




1 


31. 79 


AO 00 


1 1 11 

XJ • J J 


1 O O 1 

12.31 


1.54 


1.03 


2 


JL O • 


9ft 91 
• ^x 


XO* ^o 


26.15 


6.67 


2.05 


3 


?7 fiQ 


1*^ on 


1^ • JO 


18.97 


1.54 


1.54 






AO nn 


1 /i Q "7 
X^ . 0/ 


1 "7 /A 

17.44 


3.59 


1.54 


5 , 


O'K Oft 


lA 1^ 


1 0 AO 


16.41 


4.62 


2.05 


5 


in 


1 A A 1 
JO* ^X 


xo«4o 


15.38 


3.08 


2*56 


7 


n 9ft 


91 


zi • Uj 


28. 72 


15.90 


1.54 


Q 

w 


^ J • J7 


19 ft 9 
JZ • OZ 


XO* ^1 


22.56 


4*10 


.51 


9 


90 SI 


90 91 


XJ. j3 


26.15 


10.26 


.51 


10 


28 21 


10 77 
JU • / / 


1 *; ift 
XJ • Jo 


on r\f\ 
zU. OU 


O C ft 

3.59 


2.05 


11 


14 87 


17 QS 


11 9Q 
XX* Zo 


10w7 


3.08 


2.05 


12 


16 41 


9Q 91 


9^ 1 ^ 
ZO • XJ 


O 1 c / 

zl. jA 


3.59 


3.08 • 


13 


19 4^ 


17 QS 


17 /i /i 


1 "7 / / 

1/ .44 


7.18 


.5i 


14 


36 92 


IS QO 

J J • 7U 


1 n 9^ 
XU • ZO 


in o/i 
10. ZO 


O ft A 

3.08 


3.59 


15 




11 ft*; 


o • Zx 


9. 23 


2.56 


.51 


16 


16 Q9 


19 ft9 
JZ« oz 


1 0 QO 

xZ • oz 


12.82 


3.59 


1.03 


17 


9S fiA 


10 9^ 
JU« ZO 


1 Q on 
XJ .yu 


20.51 


7. 18 


.51 


18 


14 ft7 

X4 • O / 


90 7 A 

Z7 m 1 H 


1 1 9Q 
XX* Zo 


OA in 
10 


18. 46 


1.54 


19 

x^ 


99 S6 


11 IT 


91 nft 
Z J • uc 


1 ^1 A 1 

lb. Al 


O C ft 

3.59 


1.03 


20 


1 69 


1ft 07 

XO • 7 / 


1 A 09 
XO • 7Z 


11 A A 


IT / / 

17*44 


1.54 


21 


21 S9 


AO 00 
*iu • uu 


in 7 7 
xU • / / 


1 /I 

lb. i»l 


5.13 


4.10 


22 


14 16 


19 11 
JZ • JX 


10 AO 


o o c ^ 

zz. 56 


10.26 


1.03 


23 


90 00 


IS 1ft 
J J • Jo 


on nn 
zu • uu 


1 O f c 

18. 4b 


3.59 


2.56 


24 


1 S QO 


9S 11 
ZJ • X J 


on nn 
ZU* UU 


0 1 eft 

23. 59 


13.33 


2.05 


25 


6 67 


1 ft 07 
XO • ^ / 


1 A 

1^ • JO 


31.28 


28.72 


0.00 


26 


7 18 

/ • xu 


1 S 00 

X J • 7U 


9A 1 n 

£.H • XU 


Q 1 0 Q 

j1. ZO 


on CI 
zO.51 


1 ft o 

1.03 


27 


14 87 

X ^ • o / 


9 9 OS 
z z • u J 


17 A A 


0<i 1 c 

zb. 15 


in / n 
19.49 


ft ftft 
0.00 


28 


91 Oft 


90 9 1 
Z? • Z J 


1 9 QO 
xZ.oZ . 


o o C/I 

zz.5b 


1 1 "Ift 
IL. 79 


.51 


29 


91 Oft 


9A A7 
ZO • O / 


1 ^ on 

XJ • 7U 


o 1 no 
zl.03 


12 . 82 


.51 


30 


1 S Ifl 

X J • JO 


90 9 1 
Z7 • Z J 


1 A Id 
14 • JO 


O 1 1 o 

31.28 


9. 23 


.51 


31 


X J* JO 


11 11 
J J* J J 


1 C OQ 
Ij • JO 


2c. 15 


8.72 


1.03 


32 


4.62 


99 OS 

£»£» •\U 


91 Oft 
Z J • uo 


m 7 7 
jU. / / 


1 Q Q "7 

lo . y / 


.51 


33 


13.33 


33.85 


20.00 


21.54 


8.72 


2.56 


34 


8.21 


23.08 


14.87 


33.33 


17.95 


2.56 


35 


13.46 


41.54 


16.92 


18.46 


4.10 


.51 


36 


10.26 


21.54 


21.54 


33.85 


33.31 


.51 


37 


9.74 


12.31 


19.49 


31.79 


25.13 


1.54 


38 


11.79 


24.10 


18.97 


28.72 


15.90 


.51 


39 


23.21 


* 44.62 


9.23 


14.36 


3.08 


.51 


40 


19.49 


33.85 


13.85 


23.59 


8.21 


1.03 


41 


33.33 


35.90 


11.79 


13.85 


4.10 


1.03 


42 


30.26 


45.64 


10.77 


9.74 


3. OS 


.51 


43 


45.13 


36.92 


8.72 


6.67 


2.05 


.51 



1-^ 

•-1* -i. 



Table A7 



Percentages of Responses of Teachers with 10+ Years Teaching Experience 







Indicating Personal Training Needs (N=346) 








Def. 


Prob. 


I Don't 


Prob. 


Def. 


No 








Know 


Not 


Not' 


Resp 


Item 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 




1 


33.24 


35.26 


11.85 


11.27 


4.62 


3.76 


2 


17.92 


34.68 


15.61 


17.05 


9.83 


4.91 


3 


28.61 


31.79 


12.72 


16.76 


6.07 


4.05 


4 


23.70 


36.42 


17.34 


13.29 


2.89 


6.36 


5 


23.12 


30.06 


18.79 


19.08 


4*34 


4 .62 


6 


24.86 


30.92 


19.94 


14.16 


6*07 


4 .05 


7 


15.03 


19.36 


18.21 


25.43 


17.05 


4.91 


8 


19.65 


37.57 


17.34 


15.61 


5.78 


4.05 


9 


19.65 


33.53 


18.21 


17.92 


5.78 


4. 91 


10 


27.17 


34.97 


15.03 


14.16 


5.20 


3.47 


11 


32.95 


32.37 


16.76 


9.25 


4.05 


4.62 


12 


16.18 


33.82 


25.72 


13.01 


4.62 


6.65 


13 


20.81 


35.84 


17.63 


13.29 


7.23 


5. 20 


14 


47.98 


30.35 


6.07 


5.49 


4.05 


6.07 


15 


42.77 


29.48 


10.69 


8.96 


4.05 


4,05 


16 


34.39 


31.21 


11.56 


13.29 


5.49 


4.05 


17 


20.81 


32.08 


19.08 


16.47 


5.49 


6.07 


18 


22.83 


26.59 


12.72 


22.25 


10.40 


5.20 


19 


21.97 


35.55 


17.63 


13.87 


6.36 


4.62 


20 


10.40 


22.83 


20.81 


23.41 


16.47 


6.07 


21 


26.59 


38.73 


11.56 


10.98 


6.07 


6.07 


22 


18.79 


26.88 


17.92 


19.94 


9.83 


6.65 


23 


20.52 


38.15 


18.21 


14.45 


3.18 


5.49 


24 


17.63 


28.03 


14.74 


17.63 


15.90 


6.07 


25 


7.51 


13.87 


15.61 


23.99 


33.82 


5.20 


26 


6.36 


13.58 


26.30 


27.46 


20.23 


6.07 


27 


19.08 


22.83 


12.43 


23.41 


16.18 


6.07 


28 


20.81 


24.57 


17.63 


17.63 


14.45 


4.91 


29 


19.36 


25.43 


16.76 


20.52 


13.58 


4.34 


30 


17.92 


26.88 


17.63 


22.83 


10*98 


3.76 


31 


14.45 


33.24 


16.76 


22.83 


8.09 


4.62 


32 


9.83 


22.54 


21.68 


22.83 


17.34 


5.78 


33 


11.85 


30.64 


25.14 


15.32 


10.40 


6.65 


34 


13.50 


20.23 


17.05 


22.83 


17.63 


3.76 


35 


21.10 


35.84 


15.90 


16.18 


7.23 


3.76 


36 


14.45 


25.72 


17.92 


23.41 


13.87 


4.62 


37 


15.03 


15.90 


16.76 


23.12 


23.99 


5.20 


38 


17.63 


22.25 


15.90 


21.68 


17.92 


4.62 


39 


34.68 


34.10 


11.85 


9.54 


6.07 


3.76 


40 


24.86 


31.21 


18.21 


15.03 


6.36 


4.34 


41 


34.68 


37.28 


9.54 


10.40 


4.34 


3.76 


42 


37.28 


38.73 


8.67 


7.80 


4.34 


3.18 


43 


5L.73 


27.46 


7.51 


6.36 


3.76 


3.18 
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